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Job and Career Crafting to Fulfill 
Individual Career Pathways
Maria Tims and Jos Akkermans
In today’s tumultuous and rapidly changing world of work, individuals tend 
to change jobs and employers much more often than in the past. Some of 
these individuals change jobs voluntarily, for reasons such as opportunities 
for advancement, better compensation, less expected job stress, or to deal 
with reduced job satisfaction (Griffeth, Hom, & Gaertner, 2000). However, 
others may have involuntarily lost their job due to organizational restruc-
turing or changes in employment regulations (Gowan, 2014). Overall, it is 
clear that careers have become more flexible and dynamic, which is illus-
trated by dominant perspectives in career research on boundaryless (Arthur, 
Khapova, & Wilderom, 2005) and protean (Hall, 2004) careers, as well as 
popular topics such as employability and career mobility (Akkermans & 
Kubasch, 2017). This generally increased mobility has led to questions about 
whether it makes sense to invest in employees (De Cuyper & De Witte, 
2011) and about how to retain people who are important to the organiza-
tion (Lang, Kern, & Zapf, 2016). Such questions are important to consider 
while also realizing that a large part of the working population may not be 
constantly moving or are not facing job insecurity due to their permanent 
position in an organization. However, also for them, these questions about 
deliberately managing their personal development and the overall enjoy-
ment in their jobs are relevant to consider. Following from this, this chapter 
focuses on how individuals can proactively craft fulfilling careers by shaping 
both their individual jobs and the series of jobs or roles that comprise their 
career journeys. Specifically, our aim in this chapter is to illustrate how being 
proactive may allow individuals to achieve a better job for themselves and 
consequently to better navigate their careers, whether they stay in the same 
organization or enter a new organization. Next, we define proactive behavior 
that forms the basis of job and career crafting.
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Proactive Behavior
Individuals are considered proactive when they take initiative that challenges 
existing routines or procedures to improve the current situation or to create 
a new situation (Crant, 2000). In the proactivity literature, a distinction has 
been made in relation to the target of proactive behavior (Belschak & Den 
Hartog, 2010):  Proactive behaviors can be targeted toward oneself (pro- 
self), the team or department (prosocial), and/ or the organization (pro- 
organizational). In this chapter, we focus on proactive behaviors targeted 
toward one’s own goals, hence pro- self behaviors, that are aimed to achieve a 
better job and ultimately to create a fulfilling career for oneself.
Understanding one’s job tasks constitutes an aspect of job design, which 
may be defined as “the content of one’s work tasks, activities, relationships, and 
responsibilities” (Parker, 2014, p. 662). Recent perspectives on job design have 
spurred research to identify work characteristics that may activate proactive 
behaviors. For example, job characteristics such as job control, social support, 
and challenging job demands may promote proactive work behaviors (Ohly 
& Fritz, 2010; Parker, Bindl, & Strauss, 2010; Tornau & Frese, 2013) as well as 
a climate for initiative (Raub & Liao, 2012). Personal dispositions such as pro-
active personality and role- breadth self- efficacy may interact with specific job 
design characteristics (e.g., access to resources and strategy- related informa-
tion) to predict proactive behaviors at work (cf. Fuller, Marler, & Hester, 2006).
The proactive perspective on job design also features a shift from predom-
inantly considering job design from a top- down perspective to also include 
bottom- up initiatives, which are proactive behaviors of employees who ini-
tiate changes in their own job design, denoted as job crafting (Wrzesniewski 
& Dutton, 2001). Thus, job crafting represents a different focus on employee 
proactivity because the behavior involves changing one’s own job design in-
stead of changing the team or organization (see also Parker, 2014).
Job Crafting and Work- Related Outcomes
Job crafting refers to self- starting behaviors that employees engage in to 
optimize their job according to their own knowledge, skills, abilities, and 
preferences. These behaviors involve changing specific aspects of work on 
their own initiative without direct involvement of others (Tims, Bakker, 
& Derks, 2012). It is theorized that individuals engage in job crafting to 
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create a better alignment between the job and their individual char-
acteristics, thereby ultimately enhancing person– job fit (Tims, Derks, 
& Bakker, 2016). For example, some employees work best under strict 
deadlines, whereas others have the need for clear guidance from a super-
visor. Similarly, some employees may value developmental or challenging 
job demands, whereas others value clearly defined tasks. In other words, 
individuals have different personalities, motivations, and circumstances 
that can create the need to adapt the job accordingly. Because it is difficult 
for managers to design a job that exactly fits each individual’s preferences, 
skills, and talents, job crafting may be an important and complementary 
strategy to achieve a job that fits the individual (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 
2001). It is important to note that job crafting can have many different 
forms and that the changes employees make can range from small to large, 
and even the smallest changes can have a large impact on the individual’s 
experience of work (Wrzesniewski, 2003).
Theoretical Perspectives on Job Crafting
Two dominant perspectives on job crafting exist in the scientific litera-
ture and are summarized in Table 10.1. First, Wrzesniewski and Dutton 
Table 10.1 Overview of the Two Job Crafting Perspectives
Perspective Crafting Form Definition
Wrzesniewski and 
Dutton (2001)
Task crafting Changing the number or scope of job 
tasks
Relational crafting Changing the number or quality of 
work relationships
Cognitive crafting Changing the way one thinks about 
work
Tims, Bakker, and 
Derks (2012)
Increasing structural  
job resources
Increasing the level of autonomy, 
opportunities for development, and 
variety
Increasing social job 
resources




Increasing the level of challenging 
aspects of work (e.g., new projects)
Decreasing hindering   
job demands
Reducing hindering aspects of work 
(e.g., cognitive or emotional demands)
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(2001) argued that individuals can physically or cognitively change their 
task and relational boundaries. These types of job crafting can be divided 
into three aspects, referring to task, relational, and cognitive crafting. 
Task crafting refers to self- initiated changes in the number, scope, or 
type of job tasks, whereas relational crafting involves changing the 
quality and/ or quantity of interactions with others at work. For example, 
a job crafter may take on additional tasks because they find them en-
joyable and challenging and/ or may engage in less interaction with per-
sons who distract their attention from work tasks by closing one’s office 
door or avoiding them. Cognitive crafting is about changing the way one 
approaches or views the job. As an example of this form of job crafting, 
Wrzesniewski and Dutton described how a cook reframes the job from 
preparing meals to being a food artist. From this job crafting perspec-
tive, the central outcomes of job crafting focus on how it can help to 
change one’s work identity, self- image, and the meaningfulness of work 
(Berg, Wrzesniewski, & Dutton, 2010; Mattarelli & Tagliaventi, 2015; 
Wrzesniewski, LoBuglio, Dutton, & Berg, 2013).
The second perspective, and the one that is central in this chapter, 
approaches job crafting from a job design perspective. Tims and Bakker 
(2010) argued that in order to frame job crafting as a bottom- up job rede-
sign activity, it needs to reflect important features of job design theories. 
Subsequently, Tims and colleagues (Tims & Bakker, 2010; Tims et  al., 
2012)  introduced job crafting using the principles of the job demands– 
resources (JD- R) model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007, 2017). The JD- R 
model categorizes job characteristics as job demands or job resources that 
enable organizing specific job characteristics into either of these broad 
categories. Job demands include those aspects of work that require phys-
ical or psychological effort from the employee and can be associated with 
negative health outcomes if they are too high over a prolonged time (e.g., 
conflicting information about tasks or a too high workload). Job resources 
refer to those aspects of work that help employees deal with hindering 
job demands and may also function as opportunities to develop oneself 
(e.g., having decision- making autonomy or receiving adequate feedback; 
Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Applying this model to job crafting, Tims and 
colleagues (2012) distinguished four forms of crafting job demands and job 
resources: (1) increasing structural job resources, (2) increasing social job 
resources, (3) increasing challenging job demands, and (4) decreasing hin-
dering job demands.
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The first type of job crafting is based on changing job resources that have 
an impact on the way the job is performed and on the skills and responsibil-
ities needed to perform the job tasks. Specifically, increasing structural job 
resources focuses on employees actively increasing their levels of autonomy, 
task variety, and opportunities for development. The second type of job 
crafting, increasing social job resources, refers to self- initiated activities to 
gain access to valued social information sources, such as feedback from a 
supervisor or colleagues and supervisory coaching. Thus, although both of 
these types of job crafting refer to actively trying to increase job resources, 
they can be distinguished on the basis of whether they influence the job in a 
structural way (i.e., structural job resources) or in a social way (i.e., social job 
resources).
The third and fourth forms of job crafting refer to changing the level of 
job demands. According to LePine, Podsakoff, and LePine (2005), not all job 
demands are associated with negative well- being outcomes, which requires 
that a distinction should be made among job demands that are experi-
enced as challenge demands and job demands that are experienced as hin-
drance demands. That is, although both challenge and hindrance demands 
require the employee’s physical or psychological effort to deal with these 
demands, challenge demands are associated with learning and achievement, 
whereas hindrance demands are associated with strain (Cavanaugh, Boswell, 
Roehling, & Boudreau, 2000). Based on this distinction, Tims et al. (2012) 
proposed that individuals can actively create those learning experiences 
by increasing challenging job demands (e.g., starting a new project) and 
decreasing hindering job demands (e.g., decreasing contact with emotionally 
demanding persons).
Empirical Findings on Job Crafting
According to recent reviews (e.g., Wang, Demerouti, & Bakker, 2016) and 
a meta- analysis (Rudolph, Katz, Lavigne, & Zacher, 2017), the second per-
spective on job crafting— based on the JD- R model— has generated much 
empirical research. Studies following this job crafting perspective have re-
ported positive relationships between job crafting and important organiza-
tional and individual outcomes. For example, at the organizational level, job 
crafting in the form of increasing structural and social job resources relates 
to better job performance (Gordon, Demerouti, LeBlanc, & Bipp, 2015; 
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Weseler & Niessen, 2016) and a better adaptation to organizational change 
(Petrou, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2018). At the individual level, those who 
craft their job resources and challenging job demands report higher levels 
of work engagement, which reflects a strong positive attitude toward one’s 
work (Harju, Hakanen, & Schaufeli, 2016; Kooij, Tims, & Akkermans, 2017). 
Furthermore, in line with theoretical expectations, job crafting is also asso-
ciated with better person– job fit (Lu, Wang, Lu, Du, & Bakker, 2014; Tims 
et al., 2016).
Although increasing job resources and challenging job demands 
were associated with these positive outcomes, the opposite or no re-
lationship was found for decreasing hindering demands and these 
outcomes. In addition, although it is expected that decreasing hindering 
job demands helps create a better job, research does not support pos-
itive relationships. In an effort to better understand these unexpected 
outcomes of decreasing hindering job demands (also called reduction- 
oriented job crafting), Demerouti and Peeters (2018) divide this type of 
job crafting into two more specific forms. In line with existing research, 
they refer to proactive efforts to minimize demands to make a job less 
strenuous and they add a second form referring to proactive efforts to 
optimize job demands, which refers to making the job simpler and the 
work process more efficient. As expected, optimizing demands related 
positively to work engagement, whereas minimizing demands was unre-
lated to work engagement. In other words, these authors argue that opti-
mizing demands allows the individual to resolve an issue that may result 
in increased engagement, whereas minimizing demands may result in a 
less satisfying and challenging job.
Job Crafting and Career- Related Outcomes
As demonstrated in the previous section, there is a growing literature 
that links job crafting behaviors to performance, enhanced person– job 
fit, and job- related well- being. Although job crafting research has pri-
marily focused on these areas, we argue that it is also apparent that job 
crafting relates to enhanced person– career fit (De Vos, Van der Heijden, 
& Akkermans, 2018). One example of this link that has recently been 
explored in scientific research is that job crafting may enhance individ-
uals’ employability. Investing in one’s personal development by increasing 
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work responsibilities and access to learning opportunities should lead 
to a greater value in the marketplace. Research on job crafting and em-
ployability has thus far mostly focused on perceived employability, which 
is one of the dominant streams of research in the employability domain 
(for a comprehensive overview, see Forrier, Verbruggen, & De Cuyper, 
2015). Perceived employability reflects the individual’s perception of their 
chances to obtain and maintain employment (Vanhercke, De Cuyper, 
Peeters, & De Witte, 2014). To become or remain employable, it is impor-
tant that employees continuously learn new skills, use their capacities, and 
ask colleagues and supervisors for advice and feedback (Tims et al., 2012; 
Van der Heijden, 2002). The resources that are gained by crafting struc-
tural and social job resources and by challenging job demands may allow 
individuals to develop skills and relationships that are important for em-
ployability (Van Emmerik, Schreurs, De Cuyper, Jawahar, & Peeters, 2012). 
To illustrate, the experience of leading a new project (i.e., increasing chal-
lenging job demands) may be transferable to other organizations or may 
internally signal that one is ready for a next step, thereby enhancing one’s 
employability perceptions. In contrast to proactively increasing job re-
sources and challenging job demands, employees who proactively lower 
their hindrances at work may signal that their qualities are not in line with 
the demands of their job and need to make the job more manageable for 
themselves. It is therefore less likely that this type of job crafting is related 
to employability.
Several studies provide support for this assumed positive link between 
increasing job resources and increasing challenging job demands and em-
ployability (Akkermans & Tims, 2017; Brenninkmeijer & Hekkert- Koning, 
2015; Plomp, Tims, Khapova, Jansen, & Bakker, 2018; Tims et al., 2012). A re-
cent study by Lysova, Jansen, Khapova, Plomp, and Tims (2018) supported 
the specific relationship between crafting opportunities for development 
(which they labeled proactive professional development) and employability 
in two samples. Furthermore, as expected, decreasing hindering job demands 
was negatively associated (Brenninkmeijer & Hekkert- Koning, 2015) or not 
associated with employability (Plomp et al., 2018). Overall, these empirical 
findings on the relationship between job crafting and employability dem-
onstrate that proactively expanding one’s job resources and challenging job 
demands relates to perceptions of employability, thereby providing early evi-
dence that job crafting is indeed linked to career outcomes (cf. Akkermans & 
Tims, 2017).
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Career Crafting: A Conceptualization
In the previous sections, we first provided theoretical and empirical evidence 
relating job crafting to work- related outcomes. Then, we showed that it is 
likely also related to career- related outcomes, at least in the form of employ-
ability. Next, we argue that there may by specific crafting behaviors that re-
late directly to proactively shaping one’s career. That is, we make a case for 
the notion of career crafting and provide an initial definition, as well as some 
empirical findings based on a newly developed measurement instrument of 
career crafting. We start by discussing literature on career competencies and 
career self- management, which, together with job crafting, form the basis of 
our conceptualization of career crafting behaviors.
Career Competencies and Career Self- Management
In line with the previously portrayed trend of shifting perspectives from top- 
down to bottom- up job design that emphasizes the role of individual pro-
activity at work, career research has also focused on individual agency and 
ownership in recent years (Akkermans & Kubasch, 2017). Whereas career 
paths were traditionally considered to be relatively predictable and linear, 
they have become increasingly complex and dynamic, meaning that individ-
uals have to take charge to be successful in their careers (Arthur et al., 2005; 
De Vos & Soens, 2008). In other words, people need to craft their careers (cf. 
Akkermans & Tims, 2017; De Vos, Akkermans, & Van der Heijden, in press). 
To ensure long- term sustainability of their career development, it is crucial 
that individuals strive to achieve dynamic person– career fit over time and 
within their relevant contexts (e.g., their employing organization; De Vos 
et al., 2018). In light of these developments, career research has provided a 
rich knowledge base about the competencies that are required to successfully 
navigate one’s career, as well as the proactive behaviors needed for doing so.
Career Competencies
Based on the boundaryless career perspective— which emphasizes that 
careers go beyond the boundary of single employment settings and 
highlights the importance of flexibility and mobility (Arthur & Rousseau, 
1996)— several scholars have examined the so- called “ways of knowing,” 
or career capital, as types of career competencies. For example, Eby, Butts, 
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and Lockwood (2003) showed that “knowing why,” “knowing whom,” 
and “knowing how” career competencies can contribute to career success. 
Similarly, based on the protean career perspective— which focuses on indi-
vidual agency and psychological success through being values- driven and 
self- directed (Briscoe & Hall, 2006)— scholars have argued that career meta- 
competencies are key to successful career development. As an illustration, 
Hall (1996) argued that self- awareness and adaptability are crucial compe-
tencies that allow individuals to “learn how to learn.” A third stream of liter-
ature on career competencies departs from a human capital perspective and 
states that career competencies are important over and above work- related 
competencies and learning- related competencies (Kuijpers, Schyns, & 
Scheerens, 2006). Empirical studies have shown that career competencies re-
lated to reflection, communication, and planning are important foundations 
of achieving career success.
In an integration of the existing literature on career competencies, 
Akkermans, Brenninkmeijer, Huibers, and Blonk (2013) presented a new 
framework of career competencies, characterizing career competencies as 
knowledge, skills, and abilities central to career development that can be de-
veloped by the individual. As such, career competencies form an important 
career resource that individuals can acquire to help them develop their career 
(Akkermans, Paradniké, Van der Heijden, & De Vos, 2018). This framework 
of career competencies focuses on three categories of career competencies. 
Reflective career competencies refer to creating a long- term awareness of one’s 
motivation and skills and to matching these reflections to one’s career. The 
two specific career competencies in this dimension are reflection on motiva-
tion, which means reflecting on values and motivations with regard to one’s 
career, and reflection on qualities, which refers to reflecting on strengths, 
shortcomings, and skills. Communicative career competencies focus on being 
able to communicate with others who are relevant for one’s career. The two 
career competencies in this dimension are networking, which means having 
a solid awareness of one’s network as well as being able to expand it for career- 
related purposes, and self- profiling, which is about being able to present 
one’s competencies to the internal and external labor market. Behavioral ca-
reer competencies refer to the ability to proactively explore and control one’s 
career path. The two career competencies here are work exploration, which 
refers to actively exploring opportunities in the internal and external labor 
market, and career control, which focuses on being able to influence learning 
and work processes by setting goals and striving to fulfill them.
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Studies using this integrative framework have shown that personal char-
acteristics, such as proactive personality (Plomp et al., 2016) and core self- 
evaluations (Tims & Akkermans, 2017), are positively related to career 
competencies and to proactive behaviors such as job crafting (Akkermans 
& Tims, 2017). Furthermore, these career competencies can help indi-
viduals enhance career- related outcomes such as employability and 
learning (Blokker, Akkermans, Tims, Jansen, & Khapova, 2019; Preenen, 
Verbiest, Van Vianen, & Van Wijk, 2015), work- related outcomes such as 
job satisfaction (Plomp et al., 2016), and work engagement (Akkermans 
et al., 2013).
Career Self- Management
Whereas the literature on career competencies focuses on “being able” to de-
velop one’s career, research on career self- management has focused on ac-
tual proactive behaviors to develop one’s career. King (2001, 2004) argued 
that career self- management is a dynamic process that involves self- initiated 
career- related behaviors that can be divided into three groups. First, posi-
tioning behaviors are about achieving career success through contacts, skills, 
and experience. Second, influence behaviors focus on active attempts to in-
fluence the decisions of “gatekeepers” (e.g., employers) to reach desired 
outcomes. Third, boundary management is about actively managing the 
balance between work and nonwork domains. Engaging in these proactive 
career behaviors should allow individuals to achieve life and career success 
(King, 2004). These career self- management behaviors have been empirically 
linked to, for example, employability (Clarke, 2008), reemployment quality 
(Zikic & Klehe, 2006), and psychological contract fulfillment (Sturges, 
Conway, Guest, & Liefooghe, 2005).
In reviewing the literature on career self- management, De Vos, De 
Clippeleer, and Dewilde (2009) concluded that there are many dif-
ferent names, types, and characterizations of proactive career behaviors. 
Following the review, these authors integrated these different perspectives, 
which resulted in two main dimensions of career self- management: a cog-
nitive component and a behavioral component. The cognitive component 
primarily deals with actively developing an awareness and deeper insights 
of one’s career aspirations, whereas the behavioral component focuses on 
initiating behaviors to manage one’s career. Examples of the former are goal 
development and formulating plans, and examples of the latter are net-
working and creating opportunities. In line with King (2004), performing 
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these proactive career behaviors is assumed to lead to favorable career 
outcomes, such as employability and career success (De Vos, De Hauw, & 
Van der Heijden, 2011). Furthermore, scholars have expanded research 
on career self- management by integrating it into new theory building 
(Lent & Brown, 2013) and measurement instruments (Hirschi, Freund, & 
Herrmann, 2014).
Toward a Conceptualization of Career Crafting
The literatures on job crafting, career competencies, and career self- 
management have mostly developed in isolation. Although the constructs 
have been linked in empirical research (e.g., job crafting and career com-
petencies [Akkermans & Tims, 2017] and career competencies and career 
self- management [De Vos et al., 2009]), no clear conceptual integration has 
thus far been attempted. However, we argue that it makes sense to inte-
grate these concepts into what we refer to as career crafting. The reason for 
this is that although all three literatures make important contributions to a 
better understanding of proactive career development, they all have a lim-
ited scope, and career research would benefit from adding the notion of 
career crafting. First, job crafting research sheds more light on proactive 
behaviors that are required of individuals in the contemporary world of 
work. Yet, its primary focus is on changing elements of one’s current job, 
not the career in general. Second, career competency research enhances 
our understanding of knowledge, skills, and abilities that can help craft a 
career but do not represent the actual behaviors required to do so. Finally, 
career self- management is about proactive behaviors in career manage-
ment, yet it has a somewhat narrow scope due to its focus on specific and 
targeted behaviors (e.g., keeping one’s resume up to date and talking to 
senior management) rather than more general proactive career- related be-
havior and thus could benefit from existing literature on job crafting and 
career competencies to broaden the scope and better understand career 
crafting.
Interestingly, there are clear conceptual links between the three concepts. 
All three focus on proactivity and agency as a core means of achieving work 
and career success. In addition, all three are, in essence, about enhancing 
person– job and/ or person– career fit. Based on the previous elaborations, 
and the conceptual similarities of the three concepts, we define career 
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crafting as proactive behaviors that individuals perform to self- manage their 
career and that are aimed at attaining optimal person– career fit.
Furthermore, we argue that career crafting consists of two dimensions. In 
line with De Vos et al. (2009), career crafting can be considered to consist of a 
cognitive and a behavioral component. Interestingly, from the perspective of 
job crafting from Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001), job crafting also consists 
of a cognitive component and a behavioral component. A similar distinction 
is evident in the integrative framework of career competencies by Akkermans 
et al. (2013), in which reflective career competencies would signify a cogni-
tive component, and communicative and behavioral career competencies are 
more behaviorally oriented. Thus, when integrating the knowledge on job 
crafting, career competencies, and career self- management, we argue that ca-
reer crafting behaviors will consist of two primary dimensions: proactive ca-
reer reflection and proactive career construction (Table 10.2).
Career Crafting: A Measurement Instrument
Based on our conceptualization of career crafting, we developed a new meas-
urement instrument— the Career Crafting Survey (CCS)— that aims to cap-
ture proactive career reflection and proactive career construction. Next, we 
performed three empirical studies to examine the reliability and validity of 
the CCS.
Table 10.2 Career Competencies, Career Self- Management, and Job Crafting 
as Foundation of Career Crafting
Construct Key Focus Key Dimensions
Job crafting Proactive behaviors aimed at 







Competencies that enable 











Career crafting Proactive behaviors aimed at 
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Study 1: Scale Development
Based on a careful review of the literature on job crafting, career competen-
cies, and career self- management, we aimed to formulate items for proactive 
career reflection and proactive career construction. Using the existing items 
of the other three constructs as a starting point, we formulated items that 
would capture both dimensions. The second author of this chapter created 
the initial item set, after which the first author checked accuracy and com-
pleteness of these items. After discussing the items and rewriting items that 
were unclear, the CCS consisted of an initial overinclusive set of 24 items 
related to proactive reflection (e.g., on motivations and qualities) and con-
struction (e.g., networking and setting goals). The items were measured on a 
6- point Likert scale ranging from 1 (never) to 6 (always). An example item of 
proactive career reflection was “I create an overview of my talents and com-
petencies”; an example item of proactive career construction was “I set goals 
for where I want to be one year from now.”
We ran an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to examine the factor struc-
ture of the 24- item version of the CCS. Based on the results of the EFA, we 
aimed to reduce the item set in order to construct a survey that would be 
kept as short as possible while still accurately capturing both career crafting 
dimensions. Detailed results about the sample and the EFAs can be found in 
the Appendix. We ended up with a 10- item version of the CCS, with 5 items 
for each factor. The reliability of these two factors was good (proactive career 
reflection, α = .86; proactive career construction, α = .85).
Study 2: Scale Validation
We conducted a second study to examine how the CCS related to the 
constructs on which it was based (i.e., career competencies, job crafting, and 
career self- management). Career crafting was measured with the 10- item 
version of the CCS as discussed previously. Career competencies were meas-
ured with the Career Competencies Questionnaire (Akkermans et al., 2013), 
which consisted of 21 items measured on a 5- point Likert scale ranging from 
1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree). Job crafting was measured 
with the Job Crafting Scale (Tims et al., 2012), which consisted of 21 items 
measured on a 5- point Likert scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always). 
Career self- management was assessed with the career self- management 
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survey from Sturges et al. (2005). For validation purposes, we also included 
a questionnaire on perceived employability (De Cuyper & De Witte, 2010). 
Both were measured on a 5- point Likert scale ranging from 1 (completely 
disagree) to 5 (completely agree).
We ran confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) to test factorial validity and 
examine whether the two- factor model of the CCS could be replicated in 
this data set. We also examined discriminant validity by testing whether ca-
reer crafting was a different variable compared with the ones on which it was 
based (i.e., job crafting, career competencies, and career self- management). 
Detailed results can be found in the Appendix. Overall, the results provided 
support for our expectations, replicating that career crafting is indeed a two- 
factor variable (factorial validity; note that we dropped two items based on 
the CFAs) that is reliable (proactive career reflection, α = .82; proactive career 
construction, α = .84) and that is distinct from the other three variables (dis-
criminant validity). Table 10.3 shows the final set of items.
Study 3: Incremental Validity
Finally, we tested in a third sample whether career crafting adds variance 
in the prediction of perceived employability over and above organizational 
career management (OCM; incremental validity). Specifically, while con-
trolling for the presence of organizational initiatives to enhance career 
management (e.g., being given challenging tasks or important information 
about job opportunities), career crafting is expected to also positively re-
late to internal and external employability. The results of regression analysis 
supported this prediction because OCM, proactive career reflection, and 
proactive career construction related significantly to internal employability. 
However, with regard to external employability, only proactive career reflec-
tion related positively to external employability (for the study details, see the 
Appendix).
Discussion and Future Research Agenda
This chapter set out to explore how proactive behaviors targeted toward one’s 
own job and career goals may ultimately facilitate the creation of a fulfilling 
career for oneself. With the increasing emphasis on self- management and 
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Table 10.3 The Career Crafting Survey
CAREER CRAFTING
The following statements are about the degree to which you are actively devel 
oping your career. Please indicate for each statement how often you perform this 
behavior.
1 2 3 4 5 6
Never Rarely Sometimes Regularly Often Always
proactivity in the job (Belschak & Den Hartog, 2010; Tims et al., 2012) and 
in the career domain (Akkermans & Kubasch, 2017), this topic represents an 
important aspect of contemporary working life. Proactive behaviors targeted 
toward one’s own job are referred to as job crafting (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 
2001), whereas proactive behaviors directed at achieving a fulfilling career 
are introduced here as career crafting.
Research has shown that job crafting is related to a better job in terms of 
an increased self- reported availability of job resources and challenging job 
Proactive career reflection
I spend time reflecting on my passions in my work and 
career
1 2 3 4 5 6
I deliberately think about what I would like to achieve 
in my career
1 2 3 4 5 6
I assess for myself what I really value in my career 1 2 3 4 5 6
I explore the possibilities available to me to continue de-
veloping myself
1 2 3 4 5 6
Proactive career construction
I make sure that significant persons in my work are up 
to date about my performance and results
1 2 3 4 5 6
I deliberately show others what I am good at 1 2 3 4 5 6
I strengthen my career goals and make sure that they re-
main up to date
1 2 3 4 5 6
If I need to make a strong impression on others to at-
tain my own goals, I make sure I clearly show them what 
I am capable of
1 2 3 4 5 6
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tasks (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2013), work engagement, and job perfor-
mance (Rudolph et al., 2017). As such, this proactive behavior represents an 
important way for individuals to create a job that fits them at any time in 
their careers (Kooij, Tims, & Kanfer, 2015). Drawing on parallels with job 
crafting, career competencies, and career self- management, we introduced 
career crafting and used two dimensions to define it, namely proactive career 
reflection and proactive career construction. That is, individuals who pro-
actively reflect on their career motivations and skills, and who proactively 
try to advance their careers by networking, may be more likely to achieve 
careers they find fulfilling. Furthermore, we described the initial results of 
a newly developed scale to measure career crafting, the CCS. Examining the 
measure in three independent samples, we ended up with eight items that 
reliably measured the two career crafting dimensions (i.e., proactive career 
reflection and proactive career construction) and showed that this measure 
is related to but different from existing measures of job crafting, career com-
petencies, and career self- management. This is important because it shows 
that the CCS measure captures something new compared to existing and re-
lated constructs. Career crafting thus has the potential to enrich the field of 
careers. At the same time, acknowledging that this is a relatively unexplored 
area of research, we now turn to a discussion of avenues for future research 
and practice.
Future Directions for Research and Practice
First and foremost, empirical research is needed to further our know-
ledge about career crafting. Using the career crafting scale presented in this 
chapter may be a first step in this process. More advanced studies in which 
the career crafting scale is further validated and related to important career 
outcomes such as employability, objective career success (i.e., promotions 
and salary), and different types of subjective career success (Mayrhofer et al., 
2016; Shockley, Ureksoy, Rodopman, Poteat, & Dullaghan, 2016) over time 
would contribute to a better understanding of the impact of career crafting 
on desired career outcomes.
A second route for future research is to take into account the role of the 
context when studying the effects of job and career crafting behaviors. 
Although many of the studies discussed in this chapter focus on individual 
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agency, the role of the context has not received much attention. However, 
agency will always interact with the context in which it is enacted, and 
this interaction forms the foundation of the sustainability of one’s career 
(De Vos et al., 2018). Hence, incorporating the context into future studies 
will provide important knowledge about the boundary conditions under 
which individuals can behave more or less proactively with regard to their 
job and career and will also shed light on whether crafting can equally be 
performed by different types of worker groups (e.g., white- collar vs. blue- 
collar workers). As suggested by Seibert, Kraimer, Holtom, and Pierotti 
(2013), one such contextual factor that may influence career trajectories 
is career shocks. Career shocks are “disruptive and extraordinary events 
that are, at least to some degree, caused by factors outside the focal indi-
vidual, and which trigger a deliberate thought process concerning one’s 
career” (Akkermans, Seibert, & Mol, 2018, p. 4). Career shocks can be 
positive (e.g., promotion or pay raise) or negative (e.g., organizational 
change and departure of a mentor) (Seibert et al., 2013). Examining ca-
reer crafting in combination with career shocks may provide a better un-
derstanding of whether and how individuals decide to craft their careers 
or may elucidate under which circumstances career crafting results in 
intended career outcomes or not. Individual differences such as resil-
ience and adaptability may also play an important role here because some 
people might stop crafting after a major career shock, whereas other 
might be triggered into action. Future research can shed more light on 
this important issue.
Another interesting contextual factor that has been overlooked in the liter-
ature on proactivity has been the role of others (e.g., co- workers, supervisors, 
and spouses) in shaping the extent to which one can be proactive. Some 
initial studies exist that examined the role of co- workers in facilitating or 
inhibiting job crafting behaviors (Bizzi, 2017) or in co- workers modeling job 
crafting behaviors (Peeters, Arts, & Demerouti, 2016), but the mechanisms 
through which these others actually influence proactive work behaviors 
have not yet been investigated. An important mechanism that remains to be 
tested is whether good (vs. bad) relationships with others may allow (vs. pro-
hibit) individuals to engage in self- oriented crafting behaviors. With regard 
to career crafting, the influence of supervisors may be profound in that they 
may support the individual in reaching career goals or may be viewed as a 
role model for how to manage the career (Allen, Eby, Poteet, Lentz, & Lima, 
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2004). However, spouses may also be important to consider because recent 
research shows that spousal support may provide the resources to effectively 
manage one’s career (Ocampo, Restubog, Liwag, Wang, & Petelczyc, 2018). 
It would be interesting to examine how the social context may impact (facil-
itate or inhibit) proactive job or career crafting and/ or the outcomes of such 
behaviors.
Recommendations for practice are mainly based on empirical evidence 
related to job crafting research given the limited evidence for career crafting 
at this stage. However, we do think that some of the recommendations gen-
eralize to career crafting as well. Thus, where possible, we will reflect on both 
job and career crafting. First, based on the many beneficial outcomes indi-
viduals experience when they engage in job crafting (see the meta- analysis 
by Rudolph et al., 2017), it is important to know which factors may promote 
proactive behaviors. The job characteristic autonomy in particular has been 
found to have important proactivity- enhancing effects. Autonomy may 
stimulate proactive behaviors because it provides employees with discretion 
in scheduling and carrying out the work (Hackman & Oldham, 1976) and 
contributes to the development of new, active behavior patterns (Karasek, 
1979). Indeed, studies have found that autonomy is related to job crafting 
(Petrou, Demerouti, Peeters, Schaufeli, & Hetland, 2012). Moderate levels 
of job complexity may also stimulate proactivity, flexibility, and feelings of 
responsibility (Grant & Parker, 2009)  without overwhelming employees, 
whereas high levels of job complexity may undermine these behaviors. 
In summary, providing work that is autonomous and challenging will en-
courage proactive behaviors (Unsworth & Parker, 2003), and we expect that 
this process will be similar for career crafting.
Second, studies have also shown the importance of employer support for 
activities that help employees develop themselves and their careers, which 
makes them more likely to perform well, be less absent, and less likely to 
leave the organization (Kaye & Jordan- Evans, 2000). Support can be pro-
vided by allowing individuals to take part in developmental courses or con-
crete support from the supervisor for crafting specific work characteristics or 
working toward one’s career goals. For example, supervisors could provide 
individuals with increasingly more difficult job assignments that can support 
the development of employees in the direction they want. Furthermore, pro-
viding support to employees in how to craft their jobs or careers may also 
inform employees about which crafting behaviors are supported and which 
behaviors may be harmful for the team or organization. Note that these 
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recommendations are tied to one’s job and employing organization, which 
fits with the notion of job crafting. However, career crafting has a broader 
scope and orientation, which implies that individuals would also benefit 
from seeking autonomy and support outside of their current jobs and in dif-
ferent domains (e.g., family and hobbies).
Conclusion
The aim of this chapter was to highlight that when individuals know what 
they want in their jobs and careers, they may engage in proactive behaviors 
aimed to achieve those personal goals. Individuals may greatly benefit from 
creating these conditions for themselves, and organizations may also reap 
the benefits of a highly engaged workforce.
Appendix
Scale Development and Validation Analyses
Study 1: Scale Development
Data for the first study were collected in the Netherlands among employees working in 
different sectors and occupations. The sample consisted of 361 participants, of whom 181 
(50.1%) were female, with a mean age of 38.7 years (SD = 14.4). Participants worked on 
average 30.9 hours per week (SD = 12.5) and had an average total work experience of 
17.7 years (SD = 13.2).
We first ran EFA with an oblique rotation because the factors were assumed to be cor-
related. Our criterion to retain items was when factor loadings were ≥.60 on the primary 
factor and ≤.30 for loadings on another factor. These are rather conservative criteria be-
cause we wanted to reduce the overinclusive item set. The EFA showed that there were 
several items that formed their own factor, which resulted in the deletion of 4 items, and 10 
items that loaded <.60 on a factor. Deletion of these items resulted in 10 items divided over 
two factors that passed our criteria, resulting in two factors of 5 items each. Note that 1 item 
of the proactive career construction factor loaded slightly less than .60 on this factor (.597). 
However, this is such a small difference that we decided to keep it in at this stage. The relia-
bility of the two dimensions was good (proactive career reflection, α = .86; proactive career 
construction, α = .85). Thus, we continued our analyses for sample 2 with these 10 items.
Study 2: Scale Validation
Data were collected in the Netherlands among employees in different sectors and 
occupations. The sample consisted of 491 participants, of whom 233 (47.5%) were 
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female, with a mean age of 35.3 years (SD = 14.3). Participants worked on average 26.6 
hours per week (SD  =  14.6) and had an average total work experience of 15.2  years 
(SD = 12.5).
Confirmatory factor analyses with AMOS 22 indicated that the expected two- factor 
model of the 10- item CCS consisting of proactive career reflection and proactive career 
construction could be replicated in this new study. Specifically, the two- factor model fits 
the data significantly better than a one- factor model, in which all 10 items loaded on the 
same factor (∆χ² = 165.58, ∆df = 2, p < .001). However, model fit indicated misspecification 
at the item level (χ² = 217.77, df = 34, comparative fit index [CFI] = 0.92, Tucker– Lewis 
index [TLI] = 0.89, root mean square error of approximation [RMSEA] = 0.11). One item 
from the proactive career reflection scale loaded .577 on the factor and was therefore 
removed from the model (i.e., “I actively think about what I really like in my work”). In 
addition, although the item that loaded <.60 on the career construction factor in Sample 
1 now loads .681, modification indices suggested to include several covariates to this 
item, which indicates misspecification (i.e., “I set goals for where I want to be in my career 
1 year from now”). Removing these 2 items from the CFA resulted in an improved model 
fit (χ² = 98.03, df = 19, CFI = .95, TLI = .93, incremental fit index = .95, RMSEA = .09). 
Thus, we kept 4 items assessing proactive career reflection and 4 items assessing proactive 
career construction that could be reliably measured (proactive career reflection, α = .80; 
proactive career construction, α = .85).
Second, correlational analysis showed that proactive career reflection related positively 
with all dimensions of job crafting (ranging between r = .12, p < .05 and r = .59, p < .01), 
career competencies (ranging between r = .33 and r = .47, all p’s < .01), and career- self 
management (r = .57, p < .01). Similar results were found for proactive career construc-
tion: It related positively with all dimensions of job crafting (ranging between r = .28 and 
r = .49, all p’s < .01), career competencies (ranging between r = .26 and r = .54, all p’s < .01), 
and career- self management (r = .62, p < .01).
Study 3: Incremental Validity
The goal of this third study was to examine whether career crafting adds unique value 
to the prediction of internal and external perceived employability over and above OCM. 
Specifically, while controlling for the presence of organizational initiatives to enhance ca-
reer management (e.g., being given challenging tasks or important information about job 
opportunities), career crafting is expected to also positively relate to internal and external 
employability.
Data were collected in the Netherlands with the help of student assistants. Participants 
worked in various sectors and occupations. The sample consisted of 420 participants, of 
whom 246 (58.4%) were female. The mean age was 36.11 years (SD = 12.73). Participants 
worked on average 35.07 hours per week (SD = 21.45) and had an average total work 
experience of 14.15 years (SD = 12.67), 8.25 years (SD = 9.15) of which in their current 
organization.
The results of a regression analysis showed that after controlling for OCM, both pro-
active career reflection and construction were positively related to internal employability 
(Table 10.4). The results show a different pattern for external employability: After control-
ling for OCM, only proactive career reflection relates to external employability.
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Table 10.4 Results of Regression Analysis in Which Career Crafting Predicts 
Employability
Internal Employability External Employability
β ΔR2 β R2
Model 1
OCM .45** .20* .15* .02*
Model 2
OCM .37** .06
CC- R .14* .26**
CC- C .13* .05* .10 .10**
*p < .05, **p < .01.
OCM, organizational career management.
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